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FOREWORD

This publication is one of three reports anticipated

from the management information generated by the Flolida

Department of EdUcation cost-effectiveness effort. The

purpose of these three reports is explained below.

I. Part I is a position paper on the Cost-Effective-

ness System and reports the data on cost effectiveness

produced by the system. (See indicators of Effectiveness

and Efficiency, Part ISeries 76-07.) This report ranks

1,146 schools with K-3 programs from the least effective

to the most effective based on the 1974 Statewide Assess-

ment Test of basic skills.

II. Nit II will be a statistical analysis of the data

in Part I and information currently available to Ole Depart-

ment of Education, such as size of school, pupil-teacher

. ratio, etc., . . which might relate to cost-effectiveness

information,. (This will be published soon and Should com-

plement the on-stite visits explained in Part III.)

III. Part III is an analysis prepared from information

obtained from on-site visits to schools that are at the

extremes of the rnking report. These program site reviews

were made by program consultants and other education prc-

fessionals. This publication contains the resultS of

these program site reviews.

i i
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Because the influences which affect student achieve-
,

ment are subtle,- complex and interre is essential

that instructional professionals be involved in thecost-

effectiveness process. Quantitative measures of school

performance should be tempered by professional judgment.

Professional involvement,is needed if we are to under-

stand the process of education, and their involvement will

facilitate aaoption of successfill practices when identified.

The background, precedures, results and conclusions of

this involvement are explained in this report.

Th'e follow-up study was a joint effort of the various

bureaus within the Department. The project was coordinated

by the Task Force on Cost-Effectiveness Study and Assess-

ment Follow-up, chaired by Dr. J. W. Crenshaw.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Background

In the fate 1960's, legislators in several of the

individual states became interested in educatiOnal account-'

ability. While there were differences in approach to the

topic, generally, the developing accountability efforts

sought to (1) define what the schools should be accomplish-

ing, and (2) determine if the stated goals are being accom-

plished.

In Florida, the Legislature initiated-the.Fducational

Accountability Act of 1971 which authorized establishment of

statewide learner objectives, a statewide assessment program,

and certain public reports of results. Additionally, the

Statute provided for "accurate analysis of the costs asso-

ciated with public education programs; and . . . an analysis

of the differential effectiveness on instructional programs."1

Thus, the Florida legislation went a step beyond the pattern

established in other states by requiring that an attempt he

made to determine effectiveness as related to costs.

The Department of Education responded to these legisla-

tive mandates by implementing cost reperting protedures and

educatioral assessment measures. The project described in

this report was an attempt to continue this developmental

effort leading toward a comprehensive cost effectiveness

analysis system.

-Chapter 70-39.9, Laws of Florida
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Statement of Problem

The purpose of this project was to determine the

'feasibility of conducting program site reviewS of selected

schools for the purpose of making recommendations for in-

structional improVements.

Reasons for Making the Study.--As mentioned previously,

the Department of Education was mandated by the Educational

Accountability Act of 1971 to implement cost-effectiveness

studies. This legislative interest was reinforced in 1976'

when several related statutes were Combined into the 1976'

Educational Accountability Act (Section 229.55, Florida

Statutes).

The interest of the Legislature is no doubt, related

to the rising costs of public education and the dearth of

information about the relative effecL.iveness of various

programs.

The Department of Education needed to conduct the

present study in order to determine whether or not on-site '

visitations of certain schools could identify components

, of effective programs. If successful, Department reviewers

could begin a program of on-site visitations to schools con-

sidered leist cost effective,in order to recommend programmatic

charges. Likewise, effective school programs could be

more accurately described and diffused statewide.

8
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.Development of Cost-Effectiveness Projet.--The present

project developed from two related operations of the

Department: the Statewide Assessment Program and the cost-

effectiVeness and efficiency study project of the District

Planning Section, Division of Public Schools.

The Assessment Pro'gram, created in ,197l, collects

inforMation yearly on the basic skills achievement of

florida public school students. At,the.time the cost-

effectiveness studies were being initiated, assessments

were conducted in grades_three, six, and nine.;' however,

-this has since been changed to grades three, five, eight-and

eleven.

As one of its reporting strategies, the Assessment

Program implemented a "predicted" scoring system.

Simply stated, this system adjusts each school's average

score so that it reflects the average score of other.

similar schools. Simila -;chools are those which are

alike in terms of five selected non-school factors.

If a school's score is higher than its adj.usted

,(predicted) score, the_school is said to be performing

better than expected, and vice versa.

The Cost-efFectiveness stud,' builds upon the notion

of the adjusted (predicted) assessment score, adds a cost

factor, and produces a ranking of schools based upon

9
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.effectiv3fiess'and efficiency.

In April, f976, after the first cost-effectiveness

. publication was released, a special Ta,sk Force on Cost-

Effectiveness Study afid Assessment follow-up was appointed

within the Division of Public Schools. This Task Force was

charged with various responsibilities which includa:

1. identification of, school variables (characteristics)

to be analyzed and evaluated by .on-slte.teams;

2. development of a process by Which these program

site reviews Could take place;

3. eval

larg

4. cond

ate these procedures for implementation of

-scale visitations in the fail, 1976;

ct program sdte reviews of a larger sampling

of schoolp in 1976, analyze the data, and prepare

a final report of the project.

The Task Force proceeded to conduct program site re-

views at eight schools during May 17-26, 1976. The schools

were selected from the list of 30 most effective of the

50 most efficient schools and from the 30 least effective

of ths- 50 least efficient schools as identified by the

Indicators of Effectiveness and Efficiency, Part I Report.

(Visitation teams conducting program site reviews con-

centrated on five areas: (1) Staff Development, (2) Planning

and P7ogram Evaluation, (3) Curriculum; (4) Management, and

, (5) PrograllOupport Services. Teams were provided survey

2 Florida Department cf Education, Indicators of Effec-
tiveness and Efficiency, Part\I, 1976.

10
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instruments in these five areas produced by Department staff.

The results of the program site reviews suggested three

priciblems: (1) the concept of such visitations was .feasible, but

(2) the survey instruments would have -o be greatly improved,

and (3) the areas under investigation were too broad. While

the first of these two problems colild be easily solved, the

latter could not. The Task Force spent considerable time

attempting to determine whether or not the research literature

consistently Specified certain factors to be highly related to

school achievement, effectiveness, or efficiency (in a cost

sense). Unfortunately, previous research did not provide a

simple answer. Apparently, there are many variables which

appear to be related to achievement under selected study con-
..

ditions. Since the number of potential variables is quite

endless, it is difficult to select any given set as being

the only ones Worth consideration.

Therefore, the Task Force ook the approach that future

program siti2 reviews wOuld not attempt to determine, in a

definitive way, which variables conclusively affect cost-

effectiveness and efficiency. This would take many more

resources than were available. Alternatively, the Task

,Force would attempt to build into its fall, 1976, program

site reviews the best of what was known about school effective-

ness variables and assume their validity for purposes of this

study. This report documents the Task Force's degree of

success with this approach.

11
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Study Objectives/

'This study, proceeded with two general hypotheses:

1. Procedures can-be developed to conduct program

site reviews of basic education programs.

2. Program site reviews of selected schozls can re-
_

veal real differences in quality of school programs.

These hypotheses will not be tested in a statistical

sense but will be,judged by the weight of evidence accumu-

There are several assumptions being made in this pro-

ject. jt is assumed that:

1. The Statewide As-sessment Program is an effective

measure of school achievement;

a the tests are valid and reliable;

b. the objectives tested are valid;.

c. the data on school level achievement is

accurate;-

2. The adjusted or predicted test scores are adequate

reflections of desirable output for given schools;

3. The definition of', cost-ef'fective and efficient

school is adequate and defensible;

4_ The Department staff serving as auditors are pro-

fessionals capable of objective observations; and

S. The aepartment professional staff have correctly

identified the most sa4ient variables for investi-

gation.

12



-7-

Within the project there are also certain obvious

limitatiOns. These are:

1. The project was limited in scope to the K-3 pro-

.gram category.

2. Ile project utilized only data generate4by the

1974-75 educational assessment.

3. The project utilized data limited to reading,

writ,ing, and mathematics.

4. Tho. project visited only a very small sample of

schools due Ao limited resources of time and man-

power. Conclusions should be extended beyond the'

sample only with great caution.'

This report is an analysis of the procedures of, and

the conclusions from the program site reviews conducted to

meet the purposes enumerated above. The next chapter explains

the methodologv and instrumentation used in this process.

13



II. PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

General Methodology

The overall objectives of the visitation program were

to identify and,look for-evidence of in-school variables

which make a significant difference in the learning environ-

ment and can be observed only on site.

In accord With direction contained in a memorandum

(see Appendix I), from the Director of the Division of Public

Schools, the members of the Task Force identified the specific

tasks to 'be accomplished.

A first step was to undertake a preliminary operation

in which pertinent additional data, significant differences

in schools, and other observable in-sehool variables were

identified; a process and a strategy were developed, and a

pilot project involving a liMited number of selected schools

was conducted.

The original pilot study was accomplished within the

limited time allowed, May 10 May 16, with as muCh advance

planning as could be accomplished between April 26, 1976, the

date of the original assignment, and the first visit on

May lO, 1976. The tight time schedule was necessitated by the

impending close ot the school year.

After a careful evaluation of ihe_process and analysis

of the data obtained from the pilot study, a revised and

ii
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improved strategy was developed for subsequent visits to a

larger sampling of outlier schools,(schools at the extremes

of the rankings).

As an integral part of the strategy, the Task Force

developed a time chart which listed all activities to be

a&complished and the dafe's for beginning and completing them

(see Figure 1).

b
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ELECT a( I \-....ictiNEL 8/15 - L. - - - !

IRAIN La PERSCefif.A. 9/1----1>

VISIT `.0110.5

The individuals or agencies responsible for accomOishing

the specific tasks were then designated. Ean task was subse-

quently accomplished in accord with a plan approved in advance

15
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by the Task Force.

Actual visitation was undertaken by 10 teams, each

comprising three professional staff members, chosen insofar as

practicable for,their expertise in the area to be observed.

An orientation class for team captains was held, and each

captain was given responsibility for fully briefing each member

of his team. Team captains were also involved as reactors in

the process of developing the observation instrument.

Five 'discrete areas Curriculum, Staff Development,

Management, :Support Services, and Planning and Program

Evaluation were designated for observation. Specialists

in these areas were assigned to observe in their areas of

specialization to the extent practicable. Teams spent one to

two days in each school.

Particular attention Was given to the full,study on

"Indicators of EffectiVeness and Efficiency, K-3 Programs."

The three steps, as reflected in Part I of the study, were

reviewed along with the data in PPTt I.

A close relationship was macained with the developers

of Part II to ensure that the data and characteristics of

schools reflected in this part were well knownjto the developers

of Part

Attentipn was focused directly on learnlng environments

and instructional techniques in the specific areas of language

1 The Foreword of t4is report explains the three reports,
Part I, Part II and Part III and their relationship.

16



communication and mathematics because the selection of

schoolg to be visited was based on the published results of

the 1974-7:--, assessment in these areas and the subsequent

cost'-effectiveness study which utilized .the assessment data.

It should be further noted that the actual program site

reviews took place in the fall of1976.

Instrumentation

The instruments utilized in this study went through

several phases of develofment. Initially, Department per!.:on-

nel in the various program areas developed a comprehensive .

list of items pertaining to the operational areas of public

schools: This list was reviewed, edited, and revised to

liminate redundant items, clarify intent, and reduce inter-

viewer burden While still providing an adequate rating sheet

to :.1termine the absence or level of observed.presence of_

those factDrs considered essential to the operation ofl'et

(ducational. p rogram. Following a final revi,ew hy the TasT:.

Forcc, the' instruments..were printed with items grouped by

p,rogram area and accompanied by a status sheet of demographic

dat:i about_ the school. The-complete instrument is provided

in Appendix If.

The final instrument, which was given to departmental

personnel to assess in-school characteristics, consisted of

five general sections: Curriculum, Plnnning and Program

Evaluation, .Staff Development, Management, and support Lwrvic(,,,.

17
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Except for Support Services, which was composed of three

subsections representing the basic support services available

to all schools (Library and Media Services, Student Services,

and Health Services), each section contained several selected

broad questions (items) representing trends, concerns, theories,

and assumptions currently believed to be essential to a quality

educatibn in that area.

Each item on the instruMent represent's a single, broad

concept with several aspects and with several perspectives

frOm which its .quality, uniformity, degree of development, and

pervasiveness may be judged. On the survey instrument (see

Appendix Il) the "evidence" presented for each item represents

those minimal perspectives by which a school was to be judged.

All items were designed to be interlocking as was the support-

ig evidence within items and between items. For example,

item 1.2 under "Curriculum" is supportea by evidence which

states, "Criterion-referenced eValuation was utiliied." The

notion of criterion-referenced test data is mcidified as to

aspect and appears as item 1.3 under "Planning and Program

Evaluation" with reference to overall schbol program planning.

The nature of this study an.'d of the survey instrument

required the interviewer to use professional judgement based

on observations and conversations, etc., to determine a rating

for each item. The use of both hard and soft data were permis-

sible. The instrument provided the interviewer with a modified /

18
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fiVe-point scale as follows:

0 Item cannot be rated (for any cause)

1 School performance is not acceptabl

2 School performance is inadequate

3 School performance is satisfactory.-

4 School performaAce,iS good

School performance is exemplary%

The.choice ofthis scale represented a comprpmise

between a more detailed 10 or 11 point scale, wherei?y the

small gradations of quality would make .it difficult to

identify and define, and a three point scale,-which, would be

able to, distinguish little more than the presence or absence

of a characteristic.

No aspect ,of the instrument has been finalized. The

nature of the statistical data obtained from the.initial use.

of the instrument and from the debriefing of Departmeht

personnel utilized as interviewers have indicated various

general and item specific inadequacies (see Table III). In

addition, as.modifications are made and the instrument is

refined, the need for further ehanges may become evident.

Selection of the K-3 Schools for Visitation

The Department of Education decided to conduct-the

present study in order to ascertain the feasibility of program

site reviews and whether or not such reviews'could identify

components Hf eifective progrnaN. Me ultimate goal i; the

19
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recommendation of programmatic changes where needed and

more productive dissemination and diffusion efforts. For

this reason, schools involved in the program site reviews

have come from the upper or lower end of the ettectiveness/

efficiency ranking.

An effectiveness and efficiency ranking was done for

Flo:-ida's 1,146 K-3 schools fot which program Costs and test

results .of the 1974 Statewide Assessment Test of basic skills
i>

were available. Effectiveness was determined by compariffg

the actual score of a school to a predicted score. ,This

predicted score was calculated using information available

in the Department of Education in the following areas:

I. Minority status of students per school;

'. College level of parents of students;

3. Income level of parents;

4. Number of students in families involved

in "white collar" occupations; and

5. Percentage of Spanish students per gTade.

Efficiency was determined by,comparing- the effectiveness

of programs in basic skills to the per student cost of programs.

A statewide report2 ranked schools by efficiency. These

schools were listed from the most (uppeT end) to least (lower

end) efficient.0An indicator of effectiveness .index was also

2Florida Department of Education, Indicators of
Effectiveness and EfficiencI, Part 1, 1976.

2 0
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reportecL To determine which 50 schools would bevisited,

the following steps were eXetuted:

1. Selection .of Top 25 Schools to be Visited

a, Determine 100 most efficient schools on ranking

report.

b. From this 100, selett most effecti,re excluding

schools, visited on pilot project).-

7. Selqction of Bottom 25 Schools, to beNisited

a. Determine 100 least efficient schools o

ranking report.

-b. Frem this 100,'select 25 least effect'ive

(excluding schools visited on pilot project).

It was assumed that the top and bottom schools should

display a better picture of apparent differences than would

a random sample. In addition, these two extremes will continue

be of prime importance to the.Department. For the lower

end schools the .Department will wish to malceprogrammatic

recommendations, and the upper end schools should provide many

successful instructional practices for dissemination and

diffusion.

Schools which had a change in grade organizational

structure between the date for which information for the rank-

ings was gathered and the date of visitations were excluded

from the selection.procedure. Had this not been done, the

visiting teams would not have had like samples nor would they

21
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have seen similar composition as existed when the rankings

were-dOne.

The Methodology, instrumentation, and the Selection of

Schools have now been explained. The next section discusses

the Analysis Procedures.

Analysis Procedures

The SO schools in the cost efficiency/effectiveness

follow-up study provided 49 sets 'of data suitable for statsti-

cal'analysis. These sets of data, each consisting of-41

discrete items,- were divided into two -groups according tO-the

relative e'fficiency/effectiveness of the schools they repre-
.

sentod: 25 into the most efficient/effective group; 24 into

the least offici-nt/effective group. The remaining set of data

represented a school which inadvertently fell into neither

group and therefore was not suitable for'comparati,ve -analysis.

Three statistical analyses were performed. In eacTI, the

basic pattern was to compare the inost efficient/effective

schools with the least efficienfjeffective schbels.. Tho analyses

performed wore as-follows:

1. a frequency count for each item for all schools

within each group;

computation of mean scores for each item for

ail schools within each group;

3. analysis of variance.

rt
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Item Frequency Analysis.--In each.group.a frequency count

was performed for each of the 41 items. The survey instrument

was designed to provide for six "possible observed ratings of

a number .of related characteristics constitiiting an item. The

designed ratings ranged from "5" denoting an exeMplary practice

to "1" denotin, a very substandard practice. ."0" denoted the

item could not be 'rated. Two additional designations were

added: "NA" meaning.no rating was available although the

observer had made comments and "M" meaning the observer made

no rating and had provided no comrents.

Item. Mean Score.--In each group the mean score was computed

for each itt:m for all schools. Only Tatings of "1," "2," "3,''

"4," and "5" were used in-determining each mean.. Designat'ions

of "0," "NA," and "M" -Were not found to be suitable for

numerical analysis: "0" by Aesign meant that a characteristic

could not be rated without regard to th& r'eason. "NA" and ekINI"

were additional designations adopted to explain the causes of

ratings which otherwise would have been assigned "O's."

Analysis of:Variance.--To determine whether there were

significant differences in the mean scores for each item

between t1( two groups of schools (most efficient/effective vs.

least efficient/effective) a simple analysis of variance (AWVA)

was employed. The level of significance (cpc value) was deter-

mined by subjecting ANOVA value to a one-tailed Fisher t-test.

2 3
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This process was repeated for each of the 41 pairs of iteMs

in the survey instrument. In this type of analysis the level

of signi,ficance expresseS the probability that the differences

calculated occurred by chance. By statistical convention .05

or (1 chance in 20) is .accepted as the highest value of cx=

which can be significant. 'Values greater than .05_mean.that

the phenomenon occurs too often by chance for the data to be.

trusted. Other(2x=values and their meaning are as..f6llows:

.01 1 chance in 100 that the finding.occurred
by chance;

.005 5 chances in 1000 (l per 100) tbat the
finding occurred by chance;

.001 1 chane in 1000 that the finding occurred
by chance; and .

.0005 5 chances in 10,000 that the finding ,

occurred by chanCe.

The next chapter explains the results of utilizing these

procedures.

9 I



III. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

Results of the Observations

The methods of statistical analysis of data used in

this study were designed to (1) look for the presence of

significant differences between the most efficient/effec-

tive schools and the least efficient/effective schools Cor

any two selected matched airs of scores, (2) identify. weak-

nesses in any questions in the survey instrument, and

(3) formulate recoMmendations and conclusions.

Each of the three statistical procedures previouSiy de-

scribed provided:meaningful information in the determination

of differences betweer the two groups of schools. The reader

may refer to Appendix III for_a compjete item analysis of the

data for each.group of schools.

-Item Frequency Analysis.--For each item a comparison of the

ratings given to schools in each group revealed the most

efficient/effective group received more "5" and "4" ratings

than the least effitient/effective group on ,37 or 41 items

(s e Table 1). On only 4 items did both groups receive the

same number of "high" scores, it was not a matter -)1. the

least efficient/effective schools scoring More strongly,

but the opposite. The most efficient/effective schools

scored weakly on the item. The converse of this situation

was not as decisive. The most efficient/effective schools

received fewer "low" scores, i.e., ratings of "1" and

2 5
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TABLE 1

1TEM FREQUENCY ANALYSIS: HICH,RATINCS

Survey
Item Number Descriptiona

Number of High Ratings f."5" and "4") Awarded

Most
Efficient/Effective

School6

Least

Efficient/Effective
Schools

CURRICULUM

14

13
12

13

12

(11)13

13

(11)b

2

4

6

7 ,

11

1.1 Grouping
1.2 Instr Prog
1.3 Diagnosed Needs
1.4 Red 6P Std Prog
1.5 Balanced K-3
1.6 Self ConcePts
1.7 Lrng Environ
1.8 Variety of Mat.s 14
1.9 Mult::Cult 7 3

1.10 Home-Sch Commun (14) (1.4)

1.11 Parent Educ 5 2

'1.12 K-3 Coord 11 2

PLANNING AND PROC. pAL.
1.1 Planning 10 4

1.2 N-R Test Data 9 6

1.3 C-R Test Data 11 4

1.4 Non-Achiev. Data 9 7

STAFF DEVELOPtENT
1.1 Met Neods 14 9

1.2 Apply Skills 15 8

ResponNibility 19 10

1.2 Respect 20 15

1.3 Punishment 20 14

1.4 Policies 20 10

Principal 20 11

1.6 Adequate Res 14 9

1.7 Records 17 11

SUPPORT SERVICES a

Library 2nd Media
1.1 Simult ALtiv ( 6) ( 6)

1.2 Acce-;!, 12 9

LS Input 10 5

1.4 Materials 14 7

1.5 Media Activ 10 8

1.6 A-V Equip 13 3

1.7 Tech Assist 7 5

Student Servicps
2.1 Coor Program 10 4

2.2 Refrl & Flw-up ( 3) ( 3)

2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 7 3

2.4 Staffing 11 4

2.5 Counseling
2.6 Career Aware

7

9

4

7.
!leant:Services

r 3.1 Screenin4 13 6

3.2 Consult 8 6

3.3 Phy 6 Nutr As.sess 6 3

NOTES:
a
Words and abbreviations listed under "description" and opposite item numbern provide

a key to the eontont of the item. Appendix Il gives an elcact description of each item.

Figures enclos,d in parentheses () denote data for items on which both groups of
richools recOved equal numbers (4 "high" ratings.

26
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"2" on only 32 of 41 items (see Table 2). On six items

the two groups received the same number of low scores and

on three others,, the least efficient/effective schools re-

ceived fewer ratings of "1" or "2" than the most efficient/

effective schools.

Interestingly, the explanation for the aggregate num-

, bers of low scores ("1" and "2") between the two groups of

schools in these six instances tends to be the opp(Aite of

that for high scores ("5" and "4") . In only two instances

was the damping or juxtaposition of scores of the two groups

caused by the most efficient/effective schools scoring

weakly; while in the five other instances, the least effi-

cient/effective scored very strongly. The inconsistency in

scores attained by the most efficient/effective schools is

highlighted by the fact that on five items the group re-

ceived no low scores. The least efficient/effective group

had at least one low score on all 41 items.

Item Mean ScoreS.--A comparison of the mean scores or ratings

for each item for all schools within the two groups revealed

decisive differences. The most efficient/effective schools

had a higher mean score than the least efficient/effective

schools on 30 of the 41 items. On only one item having to

do with health services (item 3.2) did the least effi-

cient/effective schools have a higher mean score than the

most efficient/effective schools. Figure 2 Compares the

mean scores for the two groups while Appendix 111-3 pro-

2 7
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TABLE 2

ITEM FREQUENCY ANALYSIS: LOW RATINGS

Number of Low Ratings ("2" and "1") Awarded

Item Number 'Description°

Most
Efficient/Effective

Schools

Least
Efficient/Effective

Schools

CURRICULUM
2

3

5

2

5

11

11

10

1.1 Grouping
1.2 Instr Nog
1.3 Diagnosed Needs
1.4 Rcd of Std Prog
1.5 Balanced K-3 1 5

1.6 Self Concepts 1 2

1.7 Lrng Environ 2 3

1.8 Variety of Mats 2 7

1.9 Mult-Cult . 6 11

1.10 Home-Sch Commun (1)b ( 1)
b

1.11 Parent Educ (9) ( 9)

1.12 K-3 Coord 12

PLANNINd'AND PROC. EVAL.
2 61.1 Planning

1.2 N-R Test Data 1 8.

1.3 C-R Test Data 5

1.4 Non-Achicv. Data 2 5

STAFF DEVELOPMNT
2* 1*1.1 Met.Npeds

1.2 Apply Skills 0 2

MANAGEMENT
21.1 Responsibility

1.2 Respect (1) ( 1)

1.3 Punisimwnt (1) ( 1)

1.4 Policies 0 2

1.5 Principal 1 5

1.6 Adequate Res 2 6 ;
1.7 Records 2

SUPPORT SERVICES
Librar/ and Media
1.1 Simult Activ (7) ( 7)

1.2 Access 2 A

1.3 Input 1 2

1.4 Macerials 1 4

-1.5 Media Activ 2 3

1.6 A-V Equip 1 3

1.7 Tech Assist 5 10

Student Services
2.1 Coor Program 2 9

2.2 Rein & Flw-up 3 7

2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 3 12

2.4 Staffing 3 5

2.t5 Counseling 4 10

2.6 Career Aware 4, 6 7

Health Services
3.1 Screening
3.2 Consult

3*
,*

2*
2 *

3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess (4) ( 4)

NOTES:

.aWords and abbreviations listed under "description" and oposite items numbers provide
a key to the content of rhe item. Appendix IT gives an exact description of each
item.

b
Figures enclosed in parentheses 0 denote data for items On which both groups of
schools received equal numbers of "low" ratings. Figureimarked with an asterisk *
denote items for which the least efficient/effective schools received fewer.numbers

. of "law" ratings.
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1tem Number h'4.! ription'3

CITRIGIILUN

. I 1

1.1

FIGURE 2 - MEAN SCORES

MOST EFFICIENT/EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS
vs

LEAST EFFILIENT/EFFECTIVE SCHO3LS

Moan Scores

(Most Efficient/Effective Schools - solid line)
(Least Efficient/Effective Schools - broken line)

2

'ruping

Instrnetional Program

Diageo.e,. Needs

Record ot Stndont Progress

lialan.1 K-3 l'rngram

Leatd1 ,nr,!!! mom
vlrt,

- CommonicariOn

il Program

r Affiummmsmake
P.Irvnt rion

K-3,Pr,,grar, t oord i nat ion

Op MINIM MI -MAIM

4

MN.

OLANNIN,! ANp PRIN:Rxm

i.1 Planning

1.2 Norm-Referenc,a Tost Da/a

I.] Criterionerenced Tost Data

1.4 Nn-Achievement lest Data

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

1.! Program Met Ieeds

1.2 Teachers Apply Skills

`1ANAGEMENT

1.1 Responsibility

1.2 Respect

1.1 Punishmcnt

1.4 Policies

1.5 Principal

1.6 Adequate Resources

1.7 Records

Significant DiiIkrencv

Significant Difference

Significant Difference

Significant Dit1orence

Significant Dift,:rence

, Signit icant Difterence

'

Significant Difference

Significant Difference

Signif'' ! oilference

Significant Ditference

Significant Difference

Significant ILfference

Significant Difforenee

Significant Difterenve

Signiiicant Difference

Si3aificant Oifference

2 9
NOTES:

aWords and abbreviations listed under "description" and opposite item members provide a ke;' to the

.
conteni of the item. Appendix III prcvides an exsct description of each item.



F1';URE 2continued

fl 'tiro r

(Most Efficient/Effective Scho.,Is -.solid line)
(1.ealit Et licient frifective Schools broken line)

r Nt. ther P, ript i
2 - -

SUPPORT SERVICES
lAhrary. and Nedia Scryices

!.I Simult 'Aa tvit ic,

I.1 Input

1.! Matorials

1.i "cdi.1 Activities

A-V Equipment

lechnical Assi

!,1 C,OrAinctcd Pror,r171

Referral and Follow-rp

Cla4sroom Management

Slitting

C,reel Awarene,,

Health_ServIck.5.;

Annual Screening

1.2 Corsult,:tions

3.i Phvsical and Notritton,l
Assessment

_ ___.___________________._____-_

MN I= REINER 'VP

3 0

Significant Difference

Significant Difference

Significant Difference

Significant Difference

NOTES:

"'Words and abbreviations listed under "description" and opposite item numbers provide a Key to the

content of the item. Appendix Ifl nrovidc-; an'exact description of each item.
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vid3s complete data for each item.

The survey instrument assigned specific meanings to

the various ratings-as follows:

1 not acceptable

2 inadequate (needs improvement)

3 satisfactory

4 good (above average)

5 exemplary

With this terminology in mind the most efficient/effec:

tive schools yere cumulatively rated as, above average (mean

item score 4.0 or better ) on only three iteMs, all dealing

with school management. --This same group, however, received

only one mean item rating below 3.0 (i.e., "needs improve-

ment") on an item related to parent education, a contept

not well understood in 1974=75. By contrast, the least

effiCient/effective group received no mean item scores of
-A

4.0 or better and accumulated 19 mean item scores less than

3.0 ("needs improvement").

Analysis of Variance.--The analysis of variance was the

most revealing method used. Of the 41 pairs of mean scores

on items compared between the two groups of schools, 20 were

found to be statistically significant (see Appendix 111-4).

Each of the five major areas of concern on'the survey in-

strument contained one or more individual 4.tems shown to

be:significant. The differences in the mean scores:for all

3 1 nr
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items in the Planning and Program Evaluation ,Section were

significant; in Curriculum 58% (7 survey items out of 12)

were significant; in Management 59% (4 survey items out of

7); in Staff Development SO% (1 survey item out of 2); and

in Support Services 25% (4 survey items out of 16) , although

in this category 75% or 3 'Out of 4 survey items related to

direct student 'services were significant. Although survey

items whose mean scores were significant were scattered,

the items exhibiting the greatest levels of significance

(0C:=.0005) were all in the area of Curriculum. In fact,

all 7 survey items achieving leVels of significance in

Curriculum did so strongly t>t= .005). Although other areas

had a greater percentage of significant items than Curricu-

lum, the levels of significance attained by individual .

items were weaker.

Survey Instrument Analysis.--Close scrutiny of the types of

ratings awarded schools on each item was the basis of an

,analysis of "weak" q:Jestions, FD-e criteria were used in

determining which need further.refinement, These were:

(1) number of "O's" awarded for an item; (2) number of

"NA's" assigned; (3) numbef of 'M's" assigned; (4) number

of "half-points" awarded (e.g., scores of 3.5, 4.5, etc.);

and "(5) no central point of tendency in,the ratings awarded

for schools within each group. According to these criteria

only two questions were found to be uniformly weak in both

groups: one Curriculum item dealing with the relatively

3 2
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new concept of parent education and one Plannikg and,Pro-

gram Evaluation item dealing with the use of criterion-

'referenced tests in schools. (See item.1.11 in Curriculum

and item 1.3 in Planning and Program Evaluation, Appendix 111-4).

Both,groups of schools provided the survey instrument

with about an equally stern test. Usir the five criteria

set forth above, only 110 item-responses of a possible

2009 or 5.47% presented problems. Of the 110 problem.re-

sponses, the most efficient/effective schools contributed

54 and the least efficient/effective schools, 56.

The data is far from conclusive. However, it is in-

valuable as a base for improving the process of program site

reviews and contributes toward the next step in our search

for those factors which-make a difference-in the instructional

process.

Results of Process Investigation

As stated in the Introduction, the two,general hypotheses

for this study were: (1) procedures can be developed to

conduct program site reviews of basic educational programs;

(2) on-site visitations to selected schools can reveal real

differences in quality of school programs. However, the

Cost-Effectiveness Study and Assessment Follow-up Task Force

decided to evaluate the program site review process and in-

strumentation in order to facilitate improvement.
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Therefore, three committees were developed to design

debriefing procedure for those persons who participated

in the progr-am site reviews. This process was to serve as

an evaluation of the on-site visitation procedure used by

the Department.

Debriefing Design.--A sub7commitiee of the Task Force

developed two instruments geared toward the investigation-

process conducted by visiting teams. One instrument was

,designed to query all fifty team members about the program

site review process. The other instrument centered arowd

.reaCtions of ten team captains to the,visits. The survey

instrument for team members included 30 questions listed

among the l'ollowing categories: team organizational training,

the visitations, the survey instrument, the exit interviews,

and the timelines of data. The questions for team captains

were centered around team leadership functions. The in-

struments were given a Debriefing Process Sub-Committee

Appendix IV displays the questions developed and used to

evaluate the program site review procedures, as well as the

responses to those questions by team members and team captains.

Debriefing Process.--A second sub-committee.disttibuted the

two instruments to program site review team members and team

captains then collected the results of their. responses. A

summary of the affirmative and negative responses was Tro-

vided for each question. The debriefing process' sub-committee

3 4
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invited all team members to participate in group interviews.

Sessions were scheduled in 11/2 hour blocks. Each session

focused around team member responsibilities during program

site reviews. A session was also scheduled for team captains.

Reactions and responses to each question were then given to

a Debriefing Synthesis Sub-Committee.

Debriefing Synthesis.--The results of the debriefing were

summarized and reduced to a manageable form. Steps used
,e

in the synthesis procedure are outlined below:

1. The percentage of positive and negative responses

for each question was provided.

2. The summary of responses of team captains and

team members was prepared in chart form.

3. Recommendations based on percentage of affirma-

tive responses were categorized as:

a. general agreement - at least 84% affirmative--;

responses

b. factors to strengthen 60% to 84% affirmative

responses

. consideration for redesign less than 60%

affirmative responses.

Table III provides results of the debriefing synthesis.

As the program site review is continued as an on-going function

of the Department of Education, the'results of this evaluation

will contribute to the/improvement of the process.
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This chapter has reported the results of the various

program site reviews and the critique of the process con-

ducted by Department personnel. The next chapter will

report the major conclusions and recommendations.
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The following informatiOn represents a snythesi:ed report from-team memhers and team captains concerning the program site
reviews conducted in the Fall of 19'6, Survey results related to the visits have been organi:ed as 'follows

General Inelent at least 85", affirmative responses.

Pictors to,,Stren then bE to 84 affirwlice responses .

roisRiiation for Resign less than olv, affirmative responses.

I. SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY TEAM CAPTAINS AND TEAM MEM3ERS

General Agreement

1.1 Three members to a teama

1.2 Sufficient expertise

2.1 Realistic visitation schedule

2.4 Adequate access to all school

individuals

2,5 ' Timing of visit appropriate from

standpoint of schools

:2.7 School staff helpful

2.8 Environment of school supportive

3.2 Written instructions clear on

survey instrument

3.8 Evidence indicators used in a

consistent manner

3.11 Rating scale adequate

4.1 Constructive exit interview

experienced

Factors to Strengthen

,3 Review in area of expertisea

.4 Training of team

.5 Use of survey instrument

Understanding of mission by school

staff

2.3 Preparation of school personnel to

respond to questions

3.1 ;School status data

3.3 Item statements self explanatory

3.5 Nature and scope of time statements

3.6 Prioritize evidence items according

to importance -- attitudinal aspects

of school personnel should be re-

flected

3.7 "Other" evidence indicators be

elicited from school personnel

3.9 Information available to document

evidence indicators /

3.1a Definition of rating scale levels to

identify qualitative difference's

Way to assess qualitative differerces

Exit interviews

3.13

4.2

II. SUMMARY OF INFORMATION BY TEAM CAPTAINS ONLY

General Agreement

) 4

2. Adequate information,to answer
1,

questions ;of team members
I 5,

3. Adequate information to answer 8.

questions of school personnel
9,

4, Adequate information to answer

team's.questions concerning the

visit

7, Format of report adequate for

initial attempt

Factors, to Strengthen

Administration of survey

Guidelines to team captains'

Format of report

Accuracy'of school status data

a
Appendix IV ,13ntains the questions from which the snthesi:ed answers were deriyeJ,

ansiderations for Redesign

3,4 Item statement from broad to

specifie

3.12 Clarify rating of zero

5.2 Problems caused in securing

1974-75 data`

l

ConsideratiOns for Redesign

Timing for organization of

report
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A major study was undertaken by the Cost-Effectiveness

Study and Assessment Follow-up Task Force that utilizted data

from the 1974 statewide assessment program and the 1976 cost-

effectiveness and effici,ency study. Through this process,

called program site review, new procedures were explored

for determining the efficiency and effectiveness of selected

.K-3 programs in Florida public schools with relation to a

variety of variables. The major purpose of the study was to

determine the feasibility of conducting'program site reviews

of selected schools in order to make recommendations for in-
-

structional improvement. However, the ultimate goal is to

provide information that will have impact on state and dis-

trict policies, resource allocation, and strategies for

improving public schools.

Primary Conclusions.'--Significant conclusions froM.the

of 1976 program site review data indicated that:

analysis

1. The observations revealed that the more efficient/

effective schools generally tended tO score higher

than the less efficient/effective schools on,he

items contained in the surl.rey instrument.

2. Both high and low ranking schools had identifiable

areas of strength and weakness.

3. The survey instruments designed and utilized for

this task were relevant to the purposes or this,

3 9
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study and can with modification and refinement be

useful to the Department in improvement of the process.

4. Procedures can be developed to conduct on-site evalu-

ations of basic education programs.

The posSibility Of revealing real differences in

the quality of school programs does exiSt and,the

process of this study should facilitate the search

for these distinguishing factors.

6. Areas investigated were too broad and sould be

\ delimited in order'to improVe this pfocess.

7. Additional resources will be required tO implement

this evaluating and monitoring function.

Secondary Conclusions.7-Secon-lary findings significant enough

_to report are:

1. The rankings of schools .$4ere based on assessment

scores in reading, writing, and arithmetic at the

beginning of third grade and the relationship ,to

cost effectiveness while the evaluation instrument

was-concerned with broader indicators of effective-

ness, Future efforts should, therefore, be concerned

with integrating the two methods of evaluation.

2. The interaction effects of conKlitional variables

are mere significant and meaningful'than individual'

variables taken alone. Future research might be

I greatbqenhanced if corresponding conditional

variabies and school learning are studied not only
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as the summation of discretely defined skills,

abilities, and systems but also in i'erms of the

interrelatioRship between these factors.

3. The unavoidable two-year lag time in this study

between the collection and analysis of the 1974

data and the 1976 program site reviews caused

considerable problems in collec aig and interpre

ting d 1 in 1976.. This time lag should be

shortened to the greatest possible degree.

4. Rankings of schools should be interpreted as

rankings basedon assessment of selected K-3

reading, writing, and arithmetic objectives rather

than rankings of all grades and all programs offered

by the schools studied.

Recommendations.,-This initial study has received careful

review resulting in recommendations essential to 4the impiove-

ment of the overall evaluation and monitoring endeavor. The

mos:. cogent fecommendations are:

1. Although initial efforts were and should have been

directed at grades K-3, program evaluation apd

monitoring must continue at this level until the

objectives of the K-3 study are obtained. Ulti-
,

mately, howevel\ evaluation and monitoring should

occur on a systematic basis for all instructionJil

levels and all instructional programs.

4 1
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2. The evaluating and reporting instrumentS shuid be

revised according to the recommendations from the

visitation and analysis teams reporrd in Chaptei III

of this study;

3. Although the training sessions for the 1976 on-site

visits were valuable, the training of e ch team

captain and team member for future.visits should be

improved in order to better meet the identified in-

dividual needs of each captain .or team.meMber..:. The

system requires properly trained and competent evalu-

ation.

4. Prior to future training and on-site visits, de-

tailed guidelines should be published. These guide-

lines should address the areas of preparation,

execution and follow-up and should be based on

analysis of 1976 reports.

S. Closer integration between assessment results and

program site review instruments should be sought

to provide for greater congruency of findings.

6. This study should be continued and expanded by

spring of 1977 utilizing 1976 cost-effectiveneSs

data. This would reduce the time lag Votween the

effectiveness data collection and analysis and ihe

school visitations.

Considerations for Future Study.--As a result of this study,

some important items that need future consideration are:

4 2
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1, The number of school.s visited should be substanj

tially increased and the quantity of factors studied

should be markedly reduced. Incorporation of these

two considerations would enhance and increase the

possibility of revealing specific conditional

variables which distinguish high and low ranking

schools.

2. Additional input from public school student.; at

all instructional levels, lay citizens, professionals

Outside the Department, and representatives of minor-

ity concerns should be-provided to aid the Task Force

in its' deliberations.

3. Longitudinal evaluations are needed to determine the

effects of cat6gorical school programs on different

kinds of students.

4. Objective measures should be developed to assess

con-litions which adversely affect the education

of high risk and minority learners and other non-

achievers in basic school programs.

S. Controlled alternative public schools shoUld he

established and funded as models for validating

Ahe effect of conditional variables identified

as this study is expanded.

6. Evaluation should be made of factors which in-

hibit attainment of school objectives and utili-

zation of potential solutions to attain these

objectives. Constant changes in school staff and

4 3
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student populations are among tli factors which

hold pbtential as significant/factors.

7. Delivery systems must be developed that utilize

systematic approaches to provide technical assis-

tance to meet identified needs as this study is

expanded.

Both the,Cost-effectivness. and assessment concepts

and the foll.ów-up efforts reported in this study are evo-

lutionary. The results must be seen as tentative and as

a first step toward providing improved data relating to the

effectiveness of instruction and the efficiency of school

operaions.

Moreover, it is anticipated that continued development

of dependable cost-effectiveness and assessment data and the

follow-up by professional educators will lead the Department

to more definitive results and the concomitant .ability to

provide specific remedi'al suggestions to local school dis-

tricts when indicated. In. addition, this process should

help to more clearly delineate which indicators facilitate

successful school programs. This will greatly speed up the

dissemination, diffusion, and replication of successful

J.
educational practices.

4 4



. SUMMARY

The Department of Education, like the Legislature,

is concerned about the rising' costs'of public education

and the sparsity of information about educational effec-

tiveness and its relationshiP to costs. The purpose of

this project was to determine the feasibility of:con-

Zucting program 8ite reviews of selected Schools in order

to make recommendations for instructional improvement's,

specifically, in the basi± skills areas of reading, writing

and mathematics. The two_general hypotheses for this study.

Were: (1) Procedures can be developed to conduct program

site reviews of basic education.programs. (2) Program site

reviews at selected schools can reveal real differences in

quality of scbol programs.

Anothergo\al of this cost-effeCtiveness inqu-iry was

to identify and discern evidence of the in-school variables

(indicators) which made a significant difference in the

learning process. Selection'of the K-3 schools for visita-

tion was accomplished by this design: 25 of the most effec-

tiye schools of the upper end of the ranking as reported by

the Department,
1
and 25 of the least effective of the lower,

end of the ranking.

The reader should note that 1146 schools with K-.1

programs have been properly assessed and ranked. Therefore,

1 Florida Department of Education, Indicators of Effec-
tiveness and EfficiencY, Part I, 1976.

45
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some feel that 4 larger sample is needed before'meaningful

4conclusions could be drawn.

The follow-up study, especially the collection of

d'ata, was a joint.effort of the vatious bureaUs within the

Department. The interviewers were trained and then sub-

divided into teams composea'of a captain and two t.eam members.

Teams visited up to five'schOols for the purpose of collecting

the daIa. The projectwas coordinated by the Task Forcb on

Cost-Effectiveness Study and Assessment Foflow-up, chaired.

by Dr. J. W. Crenshaw.

The methods of statistical analysis of data used ih

this study was designed to: (1) look for the presence of

significant differences between temost efficient/effective

schools And the least efficient/effective schools for any

two selected matched pairs of scores; (2) identify weakness

in any questions in the survey instrument; and (3) formulate

recommendations and conclusions.

The three statistical procedures provided meaningful

information in the determination of-differences between the

two groups of schools. A comparison of the mean scores or

ratings for each item for all schools within the two groups

revealed decisive differences. The most efficient/effective

schools had a higher mean score than the least efficient/

effective schools on 39 of the 41 survey items.

Newever, the analysis of variance was the most re-

vealing metb*)d used. Although areas of !;ignifieance scattered,
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the areas of greatest significance were all in the area of

Curriculum. In fact, all seven items achieVing levels of

significance in Curriculum did so strongly (0C +.0005) .

Although other areas had a greater percentage of significant

items, levels of significance were weaker.'

Apparently, indicators evaluated in the areas o

Curriculum, PrOgram Planning and Evaluation do.have a posi-

tive impact on instruction at the level and subject areas

studied. Please see Figure 2 in Chapter III to see

which indicators within these areas made a significaht

difference and which ones apparently have negligible impact

on teaching the 3 R's.

It must be remembered that correlation may not mean

causation. At this point there can be no absolute certainty

that we have identified the factors which influence student

achievement.

The results of the study indicate that it is feasible

to conduct program site reviews of schools for the purpose

of making recommendations for instructional improvement.

Both hypotheses were answered positively: (1) procedures

were developed to conduct program site reviews of basic

educational prGgrams; (2) program site reviews at selected

schools can reveal real differences in quality of school

programs. AFter reviewing the process it has been con-

cluded that the survey instruments will have to be improved

and the areas under investigation were too broad. In addi-
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tion, only onejaerson-rated each indicator at each school.

the state of the art and the siall number of schools visited

make it mandatory that this study not be considered defini-

.tive. With greater experience at mire Schools,.the develop-

ment of refined instruments and procedures, and by having

a group of people evaluate each indicator instead of one

person, more concrete conclusions will be possible. As the

relationship between program indicators and student achieve-

( ment become more obvious, the Department will be better

equipped to evaluate and recommend correCtive action to

local schools.

4 8
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State of Florida \
Department ofEducation
OFFICE MEMORA UM

CAPITOL 0

KNOTT 0
ROOM N6.

OTAER

t : Dr. Joe C enshaw

frogn: Woodrow J. Darden

SUBJECT: K-3 Program Evaluation

ate: 4pril_26, 1976

In order to fulfill the strategy on compl: ting the study on "Indicators
of Effectiveness and Efficiency K-3 Progr ," I am appointing you as
Chairman of a task force of DOE staff meMbe s to implement the following

.by May 7:

1. Review.the three step process as identified in Part Il of the study.
2. Review the data in Part T..
3. Review ltems of data and characteristics of schools that will be

analyzed in Part II.
4. Complete strategy for development of Part III of the study and monitor

implementation by
a) .Identify additional data or characteristics of schools that will

.be collected or observed by members of the DOE staff through an
on-sight visit to determine significant differences in the schools
identified in the top and bottom 10%.

b) Develop a process and strategy whereby two (2) teams could visit
four to six schools over a period of time between May 10 and May 26,
1976, as a pilot project for future on-sight visits on a larger
sample of schools in ehe fall of '76.

c) Evaluate pilot study process and data collected and revised strategy,
etc. appropriately for fall visits on largersample of schools.

It is important that botn teams be given instructions on the process and
the data to be collected and c4racteristics to be observed in the limited
time available.

The overall goal of analyzing the effectiveness and efficiency data is to
provide input to plans that would have an impact on state and district
policy and resource allocation and the strategy for improving the schools
effectiveness and efficiency.

It is recommended that task force members surve-.; on-sight visitation team
members for ideas ani suggestions rs the overall plan is developed.

The task force members assigned to the above task and their primary
responsibility are as follows:

J. Crenshaw - Chairman of task force & statf development indicators
J. Roberts - Part I and II analysis and development of ultimate

plan for improvement
J. Swanson - Additional data needa in MIS system and data collection
T: Fisher - School program evaluation system indicators
E. Allen - Format of Part III report and data control
A. Puryear - Curriculum indicators (elementary)

1
The Forea.rd of this report explains the three reports, Part I, Part IT tnd
Part III and their relationship.

5 0



MEM ORANDUM

Dr. Joe Crenshaw
Page 2
April 26, 1976

R. Bazzell - Management indicatori '

E. Groover - Program Support Service indicators

J. Patrick - Curriculum indicators (secondary)

Anticipated on-sight visitation teams will be made up of DOE staff members
from the following sections where appropriate based on strategy developed:

R & D -

Staff Development Programs -

Early Childhood & Elementary Education -

2*

2
7

Exceptional Child - %grogram Development %
& Evaluation - 2

Student Services - 2

School Library Media.Services - 2

Compensatory & Migrant Education 4

Human Resource Services 2

Assessment &,Planning Services - 4

District Management - 4

Food & Nutrition Management - 2

Total 33

*Members to be included from each section

CC:

R/b

Julian Roberts
Jim Swanson
Tom Fisher
Ed Allen
Ada Puryear
Ray Bazzell
Eloise Groover
Lee Pobetts
Landig' Stler
Gilbert G ntry
Carey Ferrell
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APPENDIX II

PROGRAM SITE REVIEW INSTRUMENT:
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GENERAL SCHOOL INFORMATION

1974-1975

DISTRICT NO. SCHOOL NO. .

1. The advisory council at this school met regularly; YES NO

2. The advisory council at this school part,,cipated in identifying needs, goals, and priorities. YES NO

3. Parents of children in this school iartIcipated in identifying needs, gcals, and priorities. NO

A. This school had a planning co..ittee.

___,YES

YES NO

(If yes, list the number and types of members, e.g. 2 teachers, etc.

15. There was an orientation program for all new students at each grade le*.

6, Inservice Participation was mandatory at this school.

7.
Estimate the percentage of teachers who participated.in at least 15 hours of Inservice Training.

8. Did your district office employ and make available to this school:

a. a research and evaluation specialist?

b. curriculum specialists?

9. Did the principal have final authority in employing staff for this school?

10. Was there office space set aside for the exclusive use of student service personnel?

A

11. Was.the library used as a classroom for basic instruction?

12. Estimate the number of student disciplinary actions necessary by principal or assistant principal.

13. How would you describe the location of this school?

Urban - Oiban -

Inner City Not Inner City Suburban Rural

14. Estimate the percentage of staff whose ages in 1974-1975 were:

a. less than 40 (years)

b. 41 - 60 (years)

c. over 60 (years)

1j, COMMUts, if say:

1

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO '

YES NO

\YES NO

. YES NO
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District Name

SCHOOL STATUS DATA

1974-75

STAFF DATA

Administrative Aides

Guidance Aides

Maia Aides

Teacher Aidl

Volunteer Aides

Instructional Staff (FTE)

Teachers - 4 yrs. Experience

Number Student Teachers

Student/Teacher Ratio

1 Tilith Rank 11 or Higher

Teachers - Wilite

Teachers - Non-white

LNaw Hires - Professional Staff

55

yroonbrmn

STUDENT DATA

Total Membership

3rd Grade

6th Grade

Suspensions

School Name

SCHOOL DATA

Grades in School

Population Area Served

School Location

% White Collar

Families With Income Less Than $3000

A7erage Annual A-V Expenditures

Number Library Books

Ratio Printed Material per Student

A-V Equipment per 100 Students

hitt Non-white

3



District 'Name ! istrict No.

School Name School No.

Rater instructions:

A. Item and Evidence

-48-

School

AddrL.:,s

SCHOOL STATUS SURVEY: 1974-1S75 SCHOOL YEAR

(1` Mte the overall qualits of each item observed ir tl school usipg the evidence indicators as the basis
ior forming your professional judgement. Your raria suould he based on the ow:It-ail inte_tiLay of all
evidence indicatars. Ihe absence of any one indio=ator should not be considered sufficient to give a
school a low rat'u,. on the item. The evidence indicators provided for each item are not exhaustio.: and
you may wish -thou. indicators as well. (Please record additiona) indicators used in the "Ev.aencuu
.,lumn.1

,emember you wIll bc using i974-1975 data. Examine or spot check evidence or othei speHfic docu-
ntatie.n, and conduct interviews wherever possible with the approprl Le school staft member or parent

identified ln.the item.

(11 lhe rating scale score which you will assign should represent your professional judgement about how well
Luc sohool or stain ucomplished or performed the item during the school year 1974-1974.

, ale detinitions t L. well the item was performed are as follows:

0 Can't Rate be evaluated. Explain in 'Item Evaluation" column.

1 - NUL Acceptable Sclv ,taff performance was far below what professional standards indicate
should be accomplished in this area.

Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

-.uood

5 Exemplary

C. Item Evaluation

School/staff perf2rmance was poor, but acceptable, in relation to what pro-
feAsiolal standards indicate should be accomplished in this area.

School/staff performance was average to what protessional standards indicate

should Sc accomplished in this area.

School/staff performance exceeded what professional standards indi,ate should

he accomplished in this area.

School/siaff performance was superior to what professional standards indicate
should be sccomplishcf in this area and serves as a model of practice.

(1) indicate the strt:ngths andior weaknesses of each survey item which does not derive primarily from using
1974-1975 data.

(2) Be specific about difficulties resulting from item eontent, documenting the evidence indicators, or Irom
applying the scale as defined.

,ESE 3j0 Rater Name Date
EXP. 4/30/71
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CURRICULUM: 1974-1975

District No. School No..111
Ueing ;!OUP

"N"4 A.,.vrt:thle (1) 'Exeblar?" (5) bau'
aidgoe ;,,L! px,rLt,,

.r':e(43t:

ITEM EVIDENCE SCALE

1.1 Classroom grouping(s) Ic.oamobted

unique student needs.

1, Tasks and areas of responsibility for

each staff member (i.e. teachers,

volunteers, aides, tutors) yore

described and understood - Policy

book etc.

2. Provision was made for large group,

small group and individual instruc-

tion.

3. Classroom grouping reflected varying

student interests and progress.

4. Feedback from parents, students,

teachers; etc., about classroom

grouping resulted in change,

5. Flexible schedultg used where

apprcprial.e,

ITEM EVALUATION

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

1.2 The instructional progtaA pvvided

for continuous student progress.

.....,-..a.a---,--
1.3 Prescriptive tasks, materials

and methods were made use of

to meet the diagnosed needs

of students.

58

1. Sequence of instructional objectives

established emphasizing cognitive,

affective and psychomotor knowledge

and skills.

2. Criterion-reference evaluation was

utilized.

0 - Can'i Lte

I - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactery

1. Individual student evaluations were 4 - Good

used to develop instructional pro-

grams,

4. Systatic observation was usea.

,

1. The vaiiety of materials, methods

and taiks aso4 us vide enough

to provide for the diverse abili-

ties and learning n..te of the

students.

S - Exemplary

2. Alternative instrucional tasks were

available to students for specific

skill master(r,

3. A developmentaT textbook series or

produced instrultional materials

(contracts, prescriptions, etc.)

appropriate to the reading level and

instructional needs of the students

were utilized.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisi:actory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary



,v

CURRICULUM: 1974-1975

District No, School No,

Ning pro:es.r)on:)l.:4:31en:', rati) t;:e own ;:!.71 ,Jbecried :1,..ceptIb1e" (1) to "ExeT:ory" (1)) based on

evidence p,ovibd by irvi)ing t4;c: aprNI-ria:e rioter. Pi.ease ari;,1 cannot be vated,

ITEM EVIDENCE 1 SCALE IIEM tVALIIATION

1.4 A record-keeping system existed

which documented continuous

student progress,

1. Staff members were designated to

develop and mainta individual student:

records,

2. Records were kept current, systematized,

organized and readily accessible,

3. Teachers regularly reviewed recorded

data for each student making necessary

prescriptive adjustments.

4. Records providing understandable in-

form4tion to the teacher were used

in planning, development and evalua-

tion,

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

- Good

5 Exemplary

L5 The instructicanl program proAded

a comprobe,sive and balanced K-3

curriculum.

1. Basic skillq,e, reading, communica-

tion writing and arithmetic) were

emphasized throughout.

Adequate attention was given language

arta, music; art, social studies,

science, health and physical education.

3. Cognitive, affective and psychomotor

knowledge and skills were integrated

into the instructional program,

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 7 Good

5 - Exemplay

1.6 The instructional program provided

opportunities for students to

develop positive self-concepts,

1. ?ositive reinforcement of learner

success was frequent,

2. Opportunities were provided for

students to develop attitudes of

self7discipline.

3, , Opportunities were provAed for

dealings with the feelings of others

, and the'development of trust in peers

and adults.

4. A supportive classroom environment

emphasized mutual respect.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary



P.101;p,1 ,)111' c7d,l :

ry) : CPA;

!TEN

CURRICULUM: 1974-1975

District No, School No.

:n iy fr., "Not lic1,7rtahlc" (1) to "EviTlary" (5) baud on the

(knot ho vezte(L

SCALELVIUENCE ITEM EVALUATION

1.7 The clasiroom learning environment

was o Plinsant and safe facility.

I, Pleasant colors

6oud

3. Reasonable noise level

4. Comfortable working stations

5. Classroom clean, neat and properly

ventilated

0 - Can't Rate

1 Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

0 - Can't Rate

1- Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Goud

5 - Exemplary

0 7 Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - S itisfactory

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

1.8 A variety of methods and materials

were utilized in learning activi-

ties.

1.9 The instructional program promoted

multi-cultural understanding among

students of different racial,

cultural, aad socio-economic

backgrounds.

1. Methods and materials were designed to

teach the instructional ob,jective

or goal.

2, Method and material variation was

utilized based on instructional need,

pacing, student interest, time and

availability.

1. Activities included ethn1c studies and

history of contributiona and events.

2. Program provided for multi-cultural

events and activities.

3. Multi-cultu drInstruction wos incor-

porated 1 o subject matter other

than social scienees.

1.10 Home-school communication by

school staff was appropriate t0

parents,

62

Contact parents to determine that:

1. Parents could easily contact school

staff,

2, Bilingual written communications

were utilized where necessary.

3. Communications were kept in a direct

easily readable format as often as

appropriate.
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CURRICULA: 1974-1975

District No. School NO.

Using your professional ,lidgemen't,
. rate the oualitif of ,21,1: this school rom ","1(,t Accqtab1,2" (1) to "Exezl..ary" (S) bved on the

evidence provided by 'rircling the appropriate scale n4T1,er. Please exi:tin c.org item Jhich 2annot be rated.

(TEM EVIDENCE SCALE ITEM EVALIJATION

1,11 The parent education program met

the needs of the parent,

1,12 The K-3 instructional program

emphasized articulation ind

coordination.

Contact parents to determine that:

1. Program activity was designed In

conjunction with parents or by

parents.

2. Program was based on parent needs

and interests.

3. Program was evaluated by parents.

4. Program was offered at a time and

at locations convenient for their

participation

5. Program was offered free-of-charge.

0 Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

1. Preschool and child care staff

members were included in planning

the K-3 inservice program.

2. Joint planning for the use of

community resources, field trips,

etc., was encouraged.

3. Student iecords at each level were

communicated.

4. Provision was made for the involve-

ment of all levels (Pre-K - 6) in

program planning, implementation,

modification.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good 4

5 - Exemplary
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PLANNING ANO PROGRAM
EVALUATION ,1914-1975

District No. School No.

Using Your frvfcuicx1
t1t4 itr clisert t.;:if;s school frort "Not kceptable" (1) z "Exemplary" (5) based on the

oune
o4o; oar t '

SCALE
ITEM

EVIDENE

1.1 The instructional pC0i7P1

Was 3 direct outgrowth

of the school's planning

process.

1.2 Norm-referenced test

data were utilized in

program development

and evaluation.

c

66

1. Assesument of educational needs

of students was conducted.

2, Resources and constraints were iden-

tified (i,e, cost, time,
talent,etc.).

3, Prioritin were established for the

instructitnal program as a result of

1 and 2 abotzi.

4.
Written goals aad objectives with

alternative strategies were formu-

lated for the Instructional program.

5. Total faalty was involved in process,

6.
Implementation scheble was set.

1, Test data were used to make 'Instruc-

tional decisions about students con,
,

cerning promotion, retention, ac-

celeration anu remediation.

2. Goals end objectives were formulated

based on needs identified from test

results,

3. Test data were used to evaluate.

attainment of goals and objectives.

4.
Program modification resulteu frA
test data analysis.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

ITEM EVALUATION

5. Program priorities were re-examined

based on test data analysis (i.e.

fiscal, personnel, material resources),

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary



PLANNING AND PROGRAM EVALUAT ON: 1974-1975

District No. School No,

1g Your
profession', judvrgt, Nts thr caJ;:

rjr: fron Tt (1) t(, 7xer," (6) (lre on thr

pronde by'c'.rclinr the cpropmae pare numly.:% Pleme ari iteT wht cannrt Cr

ITEm

1.3 Criterion-riferenced test

data were utilized in program

development and evaluation, ,

1,4 Non-achievement data from

tests and observations were

utilized In program developmen

and evaluation,

68

EvInENM
4

1. Test data were used to make instruc-

tional decisions about students con-

cerning promotion, retention, ac-

celeration and remediation.

2. Coals and objectives were formulated

based on needs idew.ified from test

results.

3. Test data were used to evaluate

attainmelt of goP!s and o:jectives

4, Program modification resulted from

test data analysis,

5. Program priorities were, re-examined

based on test data analysis (i,e.

fiscal, personnel, material

resources),

SCkE EVALIATIM

0 - Can't Rate

- Not Acceptable

Inadequate

3 - Satisf cipry

- C:ood

5 Exemplary

'

1. Observational techniques, and test-

ing of student attitudes, motivation

and career awareness were used to

identify student needs and formulate

programs.

2. Test data wan used to evaluate and

modify programs.

0 - Can't Rate

- Not Acceptable

2 -inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary
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STAFF DERUPiV: 1974-1975

District No. School No,

Using ;toy: (1) 'o "Fzetylary" (S) based on
te eviZInce !:ro:Ii.iied by,

ITEM EV15ENCE

1,1 The inservice education program met

the needs ofthe school staff,

' 1. School staff were involved in needs

assessment to determine which

activities to offer,

2. A varied selection of activities

was offered.

3. Activities offered were appropriate

to the instructional or service

delivery problems of the school

staff,

4. Inservice activities were convenient

to participate in.

5. School staff were given the

opportunity to evaluate inservice

programs.

SCALE

0 - Can't Rate

1 - No\Acceptable

2 - Inaduitate

3 - Satisfactry

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

1TEM EVALUATION

1,2 Skills and knowledge obtained

in inservice programs were

applied in classroom situations.

70

Conferences were held with principal

aad other school personnel. (Include

inservice staff members recollections.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Accept'able

2 - Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

4 - flood

5 - Exemplary

4
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the ),:den:v :.

'';11

'11,11AGEMENT: .1974-1975

District No, School NO,

ITEN DEE SCALE ITEll EVALUATION

1.1 The principal delegated responsi-

bility for the operation of the

school program to the staff,

I. Grade level chairman, lead teacbers

etc, were appointed.

Staff felt that when they were given

responsibilities they were also

given the neessary authority to

make decisions,

3. Staff were given release tine

attend subject area meetings.

4, Administrative assignments were

disti.lbuted equitably.

0 Can't Rate

';ot A,..ceotable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

1.2 The classrm environment reflected

mutual respect between teachers

and students.

72

1. Disciplinary referrals to the office

were not excessive.'

2. Classroom tasks were carried out in

an orderly manner,

3, Students worked independently of

teachers,

4, Students showed a willingness to

assist the teacher in the mainte-

nance of the classroom and related

facilities.

5. Teachers reflected individual

concern for their students,

0 Can't Rate

1 Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary
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gNAGEMENT: 194-1975

Djstrict No, School No,
MIIMI.

Usinj sour proPasional ,NyNent, rate the' 96..Li!'j of ,,;!;: iem uL .,;a0e,:i in this sJhool from
o "Exemplan" (5) based on the

er.Aence vrovided by !,..,!nr.; zrrorrtItc unba. P1ec .71ain 6N itei which cannot bo r6.

ITEM EVIDENCE SCALE ITEM EVALUATION

1.3 The school staff employed various

techniques in addition to corporal

punishment, in order to maintain

discipline,

1, 'School policy or directive governing 0 - Can't

disciplinary action emphasized

alternatives. 1 Not Atc 'able

2, Staff used alternattre measures to

discipline students.

3. Parents were involved in schoul

discipline problems.

1,4 School policies and procedures were

clearly explained to the staff.

2 - Inadquae

3 - Satis.

4 - Good

5 - y

1. Written policy statement was 0 - ,ri't ).ite

available.

Not P. 4Aable

2. Staff felt they clearly understood

policy and procedure pertaining to 2 I'vequte

personnel, discipline, etc.

1.5 Prinrinal a).011tnnd1ng n-I

Aipporti uf .;raff pro ems

needs.

74

3 - Satisfanry

4 - Go.-

5 - Exemplary

1. Stlff felt principal stood behind

tiiem on discipline, promotion or

instrurrinnal problems.

I 2. Staff felt principal was Uldily

available to see them when

necessary.

3. Staff felt principal continuously

monitlred and s.sensitive to

sch001 social ,:,imate.

0 - Can't .e.at.

!equate

3 '.'6tisfactory

- Good

, - Exemplary

75
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MANAGEMENT: 1974-1975

bistrict No. School No,

Using your profeasiona: judgement., rt.: !: t;v: Jc!;; ";74 (2) to "Exemlary" (Si bagej

evidence orvided th circling the znr,zr'ite er. 'any item which cannot be mtel.

ITEM EVIOENCE

r.
SCALE ITEM EVALLIAT''

1.6 Fiscal resourc.,:s allocated to the

school were adequate.

1. Budget requests were filled based on 0 - Can't Rate

the original recommendations from

the staff. 1 - Not Acceptable

2. Classroom equipment, supplies and 2 - Inadequate

materials, etc., were sufficient.

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

3, Facility upkeep was adequate.

1.1 School records were useful in

managing the operation of the

school.

1. What was the extent of record-

keeping that the principal re-

quired of teachers?

2. Were students' cumulative folders

current and in compliance with

regulation, etc.? (Spot check)

3. How,often were student test

results consulted? .

4, Were personnel records organized,

urrent and utilized?

5. Were school financial records

organized, current, posted and

utilized?

6. Were prOperty records maintained?

7. Were written records utilized in

making curriculum decisions and

changes?

5 - Exemplary

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

Exemplary
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SUPPORT SERVICES: 1974-1975

District No. School No,

Using your professional judgement, rate the quality of each item observed in this achool from 'Not icceptablem (1) to °Exemplary" (5) baeed on the

evidence provided by circling the appropriate scale number. Please explain any item which cannot be rated,

ITEM EVIDENCE SCALE ITEM EVALUATION

1.0 LIBRARY AND MEDIA

1.1 The sChool library media center

-provided facilities for a vari-

ety of simultaneous activities.

Facilities were arranged so as to

allow structured and unstructured

groupsond individual activities

simultaneously..

2. Facilities included:

a. Table and chair seating

b.. Individual study carrels

c. Conference room or rooms avail-

able for small groups (4-10) of

students,

d. Large group (12-35) activity

area for instruction, storytell-

ing, film viewing, etc.

e. Individual and group listening

and viewing facilities

f. Browsing area with displays, mag-

azine racks, informal seating

g. Media production area

1.2 Sudents and.Staff had ready

access to the library-media

center, mhterials and equipment,

78

1. Media center location was convenient

to classrooms.

2. Students were allowed access to the

media center individually or in

groups at any Lime during the school

day, according to need, regardless

of any.elasq schedui-inr.-

3, The media center was accessible to

students at least 1/2 hour before

and after school hours.

4. Students and staff had information

and access to all types of media

(print and non-print) available in

the school or in other location.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satiafactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

79
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SUPPORT SERVICES: 1974-1975

3trict No. School No.

Using your professional ,14dgement, rate the quality of each i:el obsemy:1 in this cchcal fror: 7o: Acceptabl'' (2) to 'Exerlvlary" (5) based an the

evidenee provided by ciroling the appropriate ecale nrbop. Please h ,:nj itr h(ch cannot be rated,

ITEM E1/1DDICE

1.3 Media center personnel made ac-

quisitions based on input from

teachers, students and parents.

I. .The media specialist was able to

describe and document systematic

efforts to solicit recommendations

for materials to be acquired.

2. Teachers, administrators, students

and parents were able to describe

efforts made by the media specialist

to solicit recommendations and be

able to describe instances in which

recommended materials were acquired.

(.1\1.E ITEM NUMB
r-

0 - Ca t Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Extqlary

1.4 Media center materials were

appropriate to learning needs.

I. The media ollection:

a. Inclu ed a variety of types Of

audi visual materials as well

as $ooks, magazines, newspapers

and pamphlets.

b. Included materials whose range

/of difficulty was appropriate

/ to the ability range of the

/ stuoents in the school.

c. Included materials whose subject

matter was apprOpriate to the

interests of the students In the

school.

d. Included materials appropriate

to the curricular needs of the

instructional program of the

school, .

e, Was being continually evaluated,

updated and enlarged t: pruvidd!

for changing needs nd ioce,sts,

80 1.5 Media center activities were

appropriate to learning needs.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

Pupils were provided will a plalned

program of instruction ta study

skills.

2. The media center initiated activities

designed to motivate readings (i.e.

storytelling, individual reading

guidance etc),.

0 - Can't Read

I - Not Acceptable

2'- Inadequate

3,- Satisfactory

'4 Good



'LkLY ',LEM: 1974-1975

'. ;:!., (.';':'l fiVP'; "Nc;

. , '.,.."-,,,.;,, ,, 0,,',,, ,.(;,, ;.'!;;,,;,, ,,,,;:,;:. ; 1, ;',..,;,'

,
,

,.

T

1.4) AudiNisoal equipment ado-

quote to support tiai iestru,-

tional program,

82

I.

1

EVIKa SE4LF

in sufficient qualtities to moot

instructimnal needs in classroams and

add ir the media center.

2, lypes of audioisual equipment avail-

able were dppropridtf: to the types

and quantities of audiovisual mate-

rials available in tae sehool,

Types of audiovisual equipment avail-

able were appropriate for both group

and indivldual use,

1,1 The library-media specialist 1. Planning activitis lciluded deter-

provided teachers with tech- mining why, what and ' iw media was

rlical assistance in the plan- used in instruction,

ning of Instructional activities

aad the production of media 2. Library-medta specialist was A member

usediin instruction, of cutriculum committees.

3, Production of at least slides, t:ans-

parencies, audio-tapes, etc. was

evidenced. (Some production took

place in tl,e district center).

Production services wero available to

both teachers and studunts, with stu-

dents given opportunitics ta create

their own media.

C.dn't Rotv

1 - aot Aoeeptable

- Inadequlte

Satisfactory

Could

- Exomplarv

District No, School No,

m thc

ITEM EVALUATION

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadetpiate

3 - Satisfactory

- Good

5 - Exemplary



SUPPORT SERVICES: 1974-1975

District No. School No.

Using your professiona: ,:u47rt, ra f cvh iter 'rserved tc J2h Lv)tab:..0 "Ex ;lar!" (5) based or the

eenr poided PII,tA10! :!,v1

ITEM
1

SDLE I1EN1 EVALATION

2.0 STUDENT SERVICES (Guidance v

Counselors, School Psycholo-

gists, School Social Workers

and Occupational Specialists),

2.1 The student service pro-

gram Woi coordinated and

its functions clearly de-

lineated.

Faculty and students can name 3-4

functions of student services per-

sonnel.

2. School personnel can identify who

is responsible for school coordin-

ation of services.

Team procedures were used in stu-

dent services.

4. Brochures and role descriptions

of services were provided for stu-

dents, staff and parents.

5. Special meetings were held to

explain student personnel services

to students, staff and parents,

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

2.2 A written referral and

follow-up system provideu

meaningful feedback and

increased services to

staff and students. 2..

Written referrals and reports were

found which included practical rec-

ommendations to staff.

Follow-up arvices for students

were documented.

2.3 Student services personnel

consulted with teachers

in classroom management

and early identification

of learner needs,

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

- Satisfactory

4 ' Cood

5 - Exemplary

1. Elementary school guidance counselor

supervised the standardizeSvsting

program and interpreted test results

to faculty.

2 Student servi.T personnel consulted

with teachers and conducted in-

service 1.ziv1ties concerning child

growth and development problems.

0 - Can't Rate

1 Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 Satisfactory

4 Good

5 - Exemplary__



SUPPORT SERVICES: 1974-1975

District No, School No.

Using pv
r(tt(; th, item d'd,21w2 thiv rch)1 frit

A(..,.(Ttahlo" (1) tu "Fx 'Lary" (S) based on theevidenoe rovicle,1
thc_ xi.1,^qriat;' f!-.11c nunther. Heve ,?xT1c,ir; tn!, item which iiu ted.

ITEM

2.4. Case eunferenvs (staffing)

met the needs of students.

EVIIINCF SCALE 1 ITEM EVALUATION

I. Case references with students,

parents and staff were regular

(i.e. appropriate to meet the need

of the individual).

2. Case conferences (staffing) weve

held at least once a month.

3. Responsibilities were assigned

to implement recommendations.

0 - Can't Pate

I Not Accept lc

2 Inadequate

3 - Satisfacrory

- Good

4. Recommendations of case conferences 5 - Exemplary

were Implemented.

2.5 Counselling wi'h students by

student servicK personnel

was adequate and referrals

were made to community agencies

where necessary.

1. Logs were kept thich documented

that individual and/or small

grpup counseling sessions are

heltdaily.

2. Stuit records include notations

of community or extra-school

agencies that 'uye wotked with

referred studepts.

3. Joint workshpps were.held with

school and community personnel

to assist in teir Looperative

working.

4. A direccory of community services

vas kept.

0 -.Can't 7:3tc

1 - Not Accr,7c,t,

2 Inadequate

3 - Satisfacruty

4 - Good

5 - Excnbry

2.6 The school student service

program was effective in

developing, conducting and

participating in career

awareness activities.

86

I. Student service wrkers partii:ipatt:d

with teachers in developing career

awareness learning activities.

2, Product units_and/er materials

.- to 16-cuM'ent this are *suit.

0 - Can't'aate

I Not Acceptable

2 - fudlAte

3 - Satistory

- Good

5 - Exemplary

87



SUPPORT SERVICES: 1974-1975

District Io. School No.

Using yobr proPosional j44yam,nt, \it,: the qua?ft o i.qch item observed in this school fron "Not :!ased on the

evidence provided by cirliag appr. viate scate mcl T. Please ezptain any itian whioh cannot Nted.

ITEM EVIDENCE SCALE ITEN EVALUATION,

3.0 HEALTH SERVICES

3,1 Health, screening 1/:., compleeed

early etough in the school

year se that each stude6i's

needs were trcAted or comper-

sated for.

I. Early identification system was

organized and systematic.

2, Documented.results were present in

student folders.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Cood

5 - Exemplary

3.2 Health peruonnel c(isulted

continuously with .achers

in tha early identification

of nutritional or p!tylical

deficienclas aftectiag

learning perfor..ance,

1, Health histories for each student

were curreat, complete and easily

accessible to teachers.

0 - Can't Rate

I - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - SatJactc,-

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

3,3 ivalutions of physical and

titling assessments

vett referred to parents

or appropriate authorities

for remediatlon,

I. Referrals/references were document-

ed in student recOrds.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 Exemplary

8 a
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APPENDIX TI1-1

ITEM FREQUENCY ANALYSIS
mosT EFFICIENT/EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

Survey

Item Number Description
5 4

Frequency Counth

NA M3 2 1 0

CURRICULUM_ _ _
1.1 Grouping 0 14 9 2 0 0 0 0

1.2 instr Frog 4 9 9 3 0 0 0 0

1.3 Piagnosed Ne'qls 2 10 8 0 0 0 0

1.4 Red of Std Prog 3 10 10 2 0 0, 0 0

1.5 Balanced K-3 9 12 1 0 0 0 0

1.6 Self (;oncepts 5 6 12 1 0 0 1 0

1.7 Lrng Enviren 3 10 9 2 0 0 1 0

I.S Variety uf Mats 5 9 8 2 0 0 1 0

Mult-Cult 1 6 10 5 1 1 1 0

1.IP Home-Sch Counun 5 9 9 1 0 0 1 0

1.11 Parent Educ 2 3 7 7 2 4 0 0

1.12 K-3 Coord' 5 6 12 2 0 9. 0 0

PLANNIN,. A:a) EVAL.

3 7 11 2 0 0 2 01.1 Planning
L.2 Test Data 2 7 13 1 0 0 2 0

1.3 C-R rest Da.ta 2 9 9 0 0 3 2 0

1.4 Non-Achiev. Data 1 8 11 2 0 1 2 0

STAFF DEVELOPMINT._.
1.1 M-et Needs \\,; 3 11 8 2 0 0 0

1.2 AppLv SkilLs 12 9 0 0 0 0

I. I kespons ib i 1 ity 7 12 5 0 0 1 0 0

1.2 Reapect 4 16 4 1 0 0 0 0

Pun ishment 4 16 4 I 0 0 0 0

1.4 Policies 5 15 5 0 0 0 0 0

1.5 P,incipal 8 12 4 0 1 0 0 0

1.6 Adiplate Re.ba 3 11 8 / 0 1 0 0

1./ Records

ibr.a.rz And l.cliii

4 13 7 0 0 0 1 0

1.1 Activ 3 3 11 5 2 0 0. 1

1.2 2 10 10 2 0 0 0 1

1.3 hiput 2 8 13 1 .0 0 0 1

1.4 P. ,rials 2 12 8 1 0 0 0 1

1 . Med i a Ai t iy 3 7 12 2 . 0 0 0 1

1.6 A-V Equip 3 10 10 1 o 0 0 1

1.7 Tech Assist 1 6 11 5 1 0 0

Stliden.t Seryices

2.1 Cour rregram 2 8 11 1 1 0 2 0

2.2 Rcfrl & FLw-up 1 12 6 3 0 I 2 0

2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 2 5 14 3 0 0 I 0

2.4 2 9 10 2 I 0 1 0

2.5 Coduseling 1 6 12 3 1 0 1 0

2.6 Career Aware 1 8 7 6 0 2 1 0

Healtl-e.Seryices

Screning 3 10 7 2 1 0 2 0

3.2 Consult 2 6 9 3 2 0 3 0

3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess 2 4 II 3 1 1 3 0

11..lord.; and hbreviatHyns listed under "descrlption".and opposite item number,
Iri.a.:ide .1 1-e: tc the content of il itym. Appendix Il provides a complete
dcseription of cdill item.

I,dtd in ,olumn. ppoite each itcm represcut the total oumhyr ol rating, of
.ach i!I sy.,00ls in each group.

(1
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APPENDIX 111-2

ITEM FREQUENCY ANALYST'
LEAST EFFICIENT/EFFECTIVE S...h001,S

Survey
Item Number Descriptiond

5 4

Frequency Count

NA,3 2 1 0

CURRICULUM
1.1 Crouping 0 2 17 5 0 0 0 0
1.2 lnstr Prog 0 2 8 3 0 1 0

1.3 Diagnosed Neels 0 4 10 1 0 1 0

1.4 Rcd of Std Frog 0 6 d 10 0 0 0 0
1.5 Balanced Kr3 1 6 12 4 1 0 0 0

1.6 Self Concepts 1 10 10 2 0 0 1 0
1.7 Lrng Environ 2 9 10 3 0 0 0 0
1.8 Variety of Mats 0 1 15 7 0 0 1 0
1.9 Mult-Cult 1 2 7 10 1 2 1 0

1.10 Home-Sch Commun 0 14 9 1 0 0 0 0

1.11 Fsrent Educ 0 2 6 7 2 7 0 0

1.12 K-3 Coord 0 2 9 12 0 0 1 0

PLANNLNG AND PR0C.EVAL.
0 4 12 5 1 1 i1.1 Planning

1.2 N-R Test Data 0 6 8 7 1 1 1 0

1.3 C-P Test Data 0 4 11 5 0 3 '1 0

1.4 Non-Achiev. Data 0 7 9 5 0 2 1 a

STAFF DFVFLOPMCNF
1.1 Met Nideds 0 9 11 0 0 0 3

1.2 Apply Skillo 1 7 11 2 0 0 0 3

MANAll.CIEN1

2 S II 1 0 0 I1.1 ,pensihilitY
1.2 1 l4 7 1 0 0 1

1.3 e.,eishmenL 1 12 i)
1 0 0 0 0

1.4 Pei i i 8 ld ' 0 0 0 "

1.5 Principal 8 8 L. 1 C; 0

1.6 Adequate Rt.s 3 6 1 0 0

1.7 Records 0 11 11 0 0 0

SUPPOP1 SERVMS
Lihi-ary and Media
1.1 Simult Aci1e 1 5 10 7 0 0 1 0

1. ' Acess 1 8 10 4 0 0 1 0

1.3 I,Iptit 0 5 16 1 0 i. 0 0

1.4 '.1,1terials 0 7 13 4 0 0 0 0

1.5 Media Activ 1 7 12 3 0 1 0 0

1.6 A-V Ey] ip 4 4 13 3 0 0 -0 0

1.7 .Tech Assi.t 0 5 7 7 3 1 1 0
Seudeur. Services
2.1* Coor.Program 1 3 11 8 1 0 0 0

2.2 Refrl I. Flw-up 0 3 13 6 1 1 0 0

2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 0 3 9_ 11 1 0 0 0

2.4 . Staffing 1 3 14 4 0 , 1 -0

2.5 ..ounseliiig 0 4 10 10 0 0 0 0

2.6 Career Aaar,- 0 4 12 7 0 0 1 0

Bealthjerviees
3.1. Screening 0 6 16 2 0 0 0 0

3.2 Consult 0 0 6 15 2 0 0 1 0

3.3 Phy & Nutt Assess I
0 3 15 4 6 0 2 0

N.OTES:

Words and abbreviations listed under "description" 0.1 'pp. ,;,- item numbers
provide a key to the oontent el the ieem. Appendix I I rovii-,; a complete
deseriptiel. of each 'item.

Data in columns opposite each item represent the total number of ratings
of each typo by all schools in each. group.

9 2
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APPENDIX 111-3.

ITEM MEAN SCORES

Item Number Descriptiona

Most
Efficient/Effective

Sehools

Nb Mean

Least
Efficient/Effectiv

Schools

N
b Mean

CURRICULUM
1.1 Grouping 25 3.48 24 ?.75
1.2 Instr Prog 25 3.56 23 2.48
1.3 Diagnosed Needs 25 3.36 23 2.65
1.4 Rcd of Std Prog 25 3.56 24 2.83
1.5 Balanced K-3 25 3.56 t4 3.08
1.6 Self Concepts 24 3.63 23 3.52
1.7 Lrng Environ 24 3.58 24 3.42
1.8 Variety of Mats 24 3.71 23 2.74
1.9 Mult-Cult 23 3.04 21 2.62
1.10 Home-Sch Commun 24 3.75 24 3.56
1.11 Parent Educ 21 2.81 17 2.47

1.12 K-3 Coord 25 3.56 23 2.57

PLANNING AND PROC. EVAL.
23 3.48 22 2.891.1 Planning

1.2 N-R Test Data 23 3.43 22 2.89

1.3 C-R Test Data. 20 3.65 20 2.95
1.4 Non-Achiev. Data 22 3.36 21 3.09

STAFF DEVELOPMENT
24 3.63 21 3.381.1 Met Needs

1.2 Apply Skills 24 3.75 21 3.33

MANAG'MINT
Resporu'bility 24 4.08 23 3.43

Respect 25 3.92 23 3.65

1.3 Punishment 25 3.92 24 3.63

1.4 Poncies 25 4.00 24 3.42

1.5 Principal . 25 4.04 24 3.33
Adequate Res 24 3.63 24 3.21

1.7 Recoids 24 3.88 24 3.38

SUPPORT SERVICES
Librarx and Media
1.1 Simult kctiv 24 3.00 23 3.0C
1.2 Access 24 3.50 23 3.28
1.3 Input 24 3.46 23 3.15
1.4 Materials 24 3.50 24 3.15
1.5 Media Activ 24 3.46 23 3.28
.6 A-V Equip 24. 3.63 24 3.38

1.7 Tech-Assist. "/4 3.04 22 2.64
Student Services

ZOO-r-Program 23 2..39 24 2.79
2.2 Refrl & Flw-up 22 3.50 23 2.78-

2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 24 3.04 14 2.60
2.4 Staffiri 24 3.38 )3 2.98
2.5 Counseling 24 3.00 24 2.77

2.6 Career Aware 22 3.18 23 2.87

Pealthjervices
3.1 !,creenino 23 3.52 24 3.19

3.2 Con3ult 22 3.14 23 3.20

3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess 21 3.14 22 2.95

NOTES5,

4Word.. and :hhreviations listod under "description" and opposite item numhers
provide a key tc une conont.of the item. Appendix II p.rovides a completo
descrrption of each Item.

denotes the number of scores lisp(' in deriving the mean score (rating) In
each group.

9 3



APPENDIX 111-4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Survey
Item Numher Descriptiona

Sample Mearis
%TV':

Population Standard
Variance

,

Error
,

, .

ww -- I w
w \ ....,_ ww w

o
o o m
m m , m m
o. m , o m

7
I

1
2

\ N S2 S- -
I x - x

Te>,t

Level of
Significance

CURRiCULUM
1.1 Grouping
1.2 Instr Prog
1.3 Diagnosed Needs
1.4 Rcd of Std Prog

Balanced K-3
1.6 Self Concepts
1.7 Lrns Environ
1.8 Variety of Mats
1.9 Mult-Cult
1.10 Home-Sch Commun
1.11 Parent Educ
1.12 K-3 Coord

PLANNING AND PROC. EVAL.
1.1 .Planning
1.1 N-R Test Data
1.3 C-R Test Data
1.4 Non-Achiev. Data

STAEy_.9EVELOPMENT
1.i Met Needs
1.2 Apply Skills

MANAUENENT
1.1 Responsibility
1.2 Respect
1.3 Punishment
.4 Policies
1.5 Principal
1., Adequate Res

ReLyds

SUPPORT SERVICES
Librari_ and Media
1.1 Simult Activ
1.2 Access
1.3 Input
1.4 Materials
1.5 Media Activities
1.13 A-V Equip
1.7 Tech Assistance
Student Services
2.1 Coord Program
2.2 Refrl & Flw-up
2.3 Classroom Mgmt.
2.4 Staffing
2.5 Counseling
2.6 Career Awareness
Health Services
3.1 Screening
1.2 Consult
3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess

3,48 2.75 25 2!! .36681 .17306 4,21817 .0005
3.56 2.48 25' 23 .78042 .25525 4.23115 .0005
3.36 2.65 25 23 .76038 .25189 2 31869 .005
3.56 2.83 25 24 .67008 .23392 3.12073 .005
1.56 3.08 \, 25 24 , '.68071 .23580 3.09584 .005
3.63 3.52 \ 24 23 .65433 .236b3 .46604
3.58 3.42 24 24 .68842 .23950 .66806
3.71 2.74 \24 23 .59629 .22535 4.30441 .0005
3.04 2.62 23 21 .85498 .27907 1.50500
3.75 3.56 '24 24 .53188 .21029 .90351
-2.81 2.47 21 17 1.04093 .33287 1.02142
3.56 2.57 25 -2'3 .64810 .23259 4.25642 .0005

3.48 2.89 23 22 .64245 .23902 2.44061 .0!
3.43 2189 23 22 .65718 .24174 2.23380 .6!,
3.65 2.95 26, 20 .46053 .21462 3.26158 .w),
3.36 3.09 22\ 21 .55857 .22801 1.18416 .05

\

3.63 3.38 24 \ :1 .52507 .21652 1,15463
3.75 3.33 24 22 ,48129 ...20477 1.051u .925

'

,o25.219594.08 3.43 24 \ 23 ...56636

.457773.92 3.65 25 23

TO5119a2

1.=
3.92 3.63 25 24 .49926

.20350
, 1.43621

4.00 3.42 25 24 .50710 .0052.85012
4.04 3.33 25 24 .98497 .29362 2.50334 -MI
3.63 3.21 24 24 .89979 .27393

.44024
1.51380

3.88 3.38 24 \24' 2.61070 .01.11132

k
\

\,,
.

,

.28853

.1832

3.00 3.00 24 123

,T49891

.97778
3.50 3.28- 24 23

.643477. 1.591313.46 3.15 24 23

.48674 .20140

1:77=
3.15 24 24 .0)3.50

3.46 .63115

.T5841!

3.28 24 23

.722853.63

.9(r58
1.018583.38 24 2.4

3.04 2.64 24 22 .2C135 1.42172

3.39 2.79 23 24 .78748 .25894 2.31714
3.50 2.78 22 23 .59100 .22917 3.14177 .005
3.04 2.60 24 24 .53910 .23078 1.90658 .05
3.38 2.98 24 23 .76877 .25583 1.56154
3.00 2.77 24 24 .64151 .23122 .99472
,..18 2.87 22 23 .64417 .23935 1.29517

,

3.52 3.19 23 24- .64635 .23459 1.40671
3.14 3.20 22 23 .74212 .25691 .23354
3.14 2.95 21 22 .59457 .23525 .81351_

'words ;nut ahbreviation,; listed under "de5cription" and oppusite item ',umber. provide a kw,
the item. Aup,ndix IT provides a complete doscription of each item.

9 4
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APPENDIX IV

DnRIEFING QUESTIONNAIRES
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Questions

-71-

APPENDIX IV-1

141ASMALIMI

Responses

Pct.

Yes No Yes

Reactions

1.1 Was the number of members on the

team adequate for the task? 33 3 92

1 1 92% agreed that the number of team

members was adequate.

1.2 Did you have sufficient expertise

in the area(s) that you evaluated?

38 4 91
,

1.2 91% agreed that their expertise

was sufficient.

1,3 Do you feel that team members

evaluating programs outside their

field of expertise was detrimental

to the study?

9 28 24 1.3 24% of the respondents indicated

that reviewing outside of their

field to be 'detrimental. Interview

with team members indicated 'chat it

is more desirable to have personnel

review in the area of their exper-

tise, Perhaps additiooal criteria

could be provided to assist those
,

reviewing outside their area.

1.4 Did the training provided to you

prepare you sufficiently enough

to accomplish?
,

24 12 67 1.4 67% of respondents, felt that the

training was sufficient for the tir

available. More time for training

should be considered for future

visiting teams. Public relations

aspects could have been emphasized

more strongly as part Jf the train .

ing and before going out to school!

Meeting with kulty was considerel

important as part of orientation.

a
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Questions

1.5 Were you given adequate

preparation in how to use the

survey instrument?

-72-

Responses

Pct,

YesYes No

27 10 73

Reactions

1.5 73% of the respondents, indicated

that adequate preparation was pro-

vided on how to use the survey

instrument. Indicators used in the

study should be part of the training.

The validity of datushould be

understood. Some schools provided

wrong data.

2,11.sim

2.1 Was the visitation schedule

realistiO

33 6 85 2.1 85% of the respondents indicated

a realistic visitation schedule.

2.2 Did the school staff have an

adequate understanding of your

mission? (tireat level)

28 12 70 2.2 70% of the team members responding

indicated that the school staff ha(

adequate understanding of the

mission. It was suggested by sone

team members that a printed pamphli

be sent in advance to the schools

being visited regarding the missiol

of the visit. Advance communicatfi

tc schools were not uniform.

;

2,3 Were school pusonnel adequately

prepared to respond to your

questions?

2 8 78 2,3 78% of the team members responding

expressed that the school personne'

were adequately prepared to responi

to questions. Overall it was thou+

tnat personnel did a good job althi

not all prepared.

ns

ht

ugh
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Questions

-73-

Responses

Pct.

Yes tic Yes

Reactions

2.4 Did you have adequate access to

all individuals needed to answer

your questions (i.e. administrators,

teachers, parents, students, etc.)?

I

41 U 100 2.4 100% of the team members responding

to the instrument indicated that

they had adequate access to all

individuals.

2.5 Was the timing.of the team visit

appropriate from the standpint of

the school? p
,,

37 3 93 2.5 93% of the team members indicated

that the timing of the visit was

appropriate from the standpoint of

the school.

26 In the future at what time of

year would you recommend this study

be conducted?

2.6 Responses were not provided for

this question.

2.7 Was the school staff helpful to

you?

41 0 100 2.7 100% of the team me bers indicated

that the school sta f was hepftfl

to them during the v's4t7-'

,

2.8 Do you feel the environment of

the school was supportive?

37 1 97

,

2.8 97% of the team members reponding

indicated tha the environment of

the school was supporthe,

100

101



Questions

-74-

31 Vie IIISTRUIENT

,Responses

Pct.

Yes No Yes

Reactions

3.1 Did the school status data provide

useful information to you?

34 7 33 3,1 83% of the team members expressed

that the school status data provide

useful information.

3.2 Were the written instructions on

the survey instrument clear?

,

34 5 37 3.2 37% of respondents indicatP1 that

the written instructions on the

survey instrument were clear.

3.3 Were the item statements in most

cases sufficiently self-

explanatory?

33 6 84 3.3 84% of the team members responding

.pro.vided an affirmative answer to

the question regarding the self-

explanatory item statements.

3.4 Were the item statements too broad

to rate effectively?

17 23 43 3.4 43% of the team members felt that

the item statements were too broad

to rate effectively. Some indicati

that evidence factors should be

weighted. Some suggested that the]

be prioritized. Other personnel

suggested that many of the evidenci

factors should be separated into

item statements, Item statements

did not consider planning being

conducted outside the school. (Whi

planning takes place makes a diffel

ence.) b

ere

)3



Questions

3.5 Do you feel the nature and scope

of the item statements provided were

. adequate to evaluate key aspects of

the program?

Responses

Pct.

Yes No Yes

26 13 66

Reactions

3.5 65% of the respondents expressed

that the nature and scope'of the

item statements provided were

adequate to evaluate key aspects of

the program. Rating the motivation

, factors needs to be addressed.

Some criteria thought to be irrele-

vant.

3.6 Did you identify any strong or weak

aspects of the program area you

evaluated which was not covered by

the items stated?

104

25 16 61

3.6 61% of the respondents expressed that

the evidence item were too'broad. They

also felt that they should be put in

priority order. There was a lack

of equality of importance in items.

The items should be struciured for

equal importance. The items needed

to be more specific. A weak point

was that the evidence was used accord-

ing to the field of expertise in

, which the person was know1;dgeable.

An area was needed to show the

attitudinal feelings of the teacher

and the 3chool. They should reflect

the affective aspect. Items which

needed including in the evaluation

were:

(1) how is discipline handled by

administrition

(2) behavioral patterns of prin-

cipal and faculty, and .

(3) previous explOence taking

the "bubble' testJand/or specific

reasons why siudents performed

as they did on the test.

A recommendation was made to distribute

the items to.district personnel, get

them to identify evidence,i and let them

react to instrument. . ,105s



Questions

3,7 Do you feel that the evidence

indicators were generally useful

and comprehensive'enough for

evaluating the item?

-76-

Res_ponses

Pct,

Yes No Yes

29 9 78

Reactions

3.7 78% of the respondents felt that

the evidence indicators were ienerally

useful and comprehensive erough for

evaluating the item. It was pointed

out by several team member that

school personnel should have 'other"

opportunities to respond to the .

structured evidence indicators.

Some of the item statements dropOd

from original'design of item tate-

ments should be reinstated to'staff

development sectlon.

Stress should be placed with team

members the importance of seating

input before visits are made.

Evident): fndicators are essential for
pf

Ae interview process.

3.8 Did the team members use the

evidence indicators in a,consist-

ent manner?

28

,

90 3.8 90% of the respondents expressed

that the evidence indicators were

used In a consistent manner. Only 31

team members resOonded to this

question. 1 J7

3.9. Was information generally available

to document evidence in tors?

81 3.9 81% of the team members responding

indicated that tL,:i information

available was generally available to

document evidence indicators? A

suggestion was made that information

documents needed during the visii\

should be requested when preliminary

arrangetents are made with the school.



guestions

3.10 Were the rating scale levels

adequately defined for you to

identify qualitative differences?

Responses

Pct,

Yes No Yes

32 6 84

Reactions

3.10 84% of the respondents stated

that the rating scale levels were

adequately defined to identify

qualitative differences.

?.11 Was the rating scale used adequate

to evaluate the items?

35 4 90 3,11 90% of the team members indicated

that the rating scale used was

adequate to evaluate the items.

3.12 In the next survey conducted would

you favor maintaining this rating

scale as is?

24 14

3.13 Conddering constraint in time

and resources, was this the most

appropriate way to assess quali-

tative differences among schools?

108

20

63

71

3.12 63% of those who responded dppeared

satisfied in maintaining the'current

rating scale in the next surve'y

conducted. It was pointed out that

the original rating scales dropped

from 10.to 7 to 5 criteria. Some

members suggested dropping to three.

Although not completely happy with

the current rating scale the consensus

indicated keeping it at 5. Rating of

zero needs to be clarified.

3.13 71% of the team members responding

indicged that contraints in time and

resources that this was the most

appropriate way to assess qualitative

differences among schools, Only'28

teaM members respbnded to the question,

During the interviewing of team

members about their responses to this

survey, some expressed that all team

members should be trained to ask all

questions. Better training of person-

nel who go out to the schools should

be programmed.

109



uestions

-78-

INTERYIEW

Responses

Pct.

Yes No Yes

Reactions

4.1 If an exit interview was conducted,

was it constructive?

30 2 93 4.1 93% of those who responded

expressed a constructive exit

interview.

4.2 Would you recommend that such

interviews be conducted on future

visitations?

,

31 10 76

,

4.2 76% of the team members recommend

that exit interviews be conducted

on future visitations. Entranc(

interviewslppeared to be more

significant than exit interviews.

Some expressed that the exit intel

view should consist of thanli you

the principal, that you enjoyed tl

visit and no need for formel intel

Some isolated instances eipressed

that the faculty should be assemb

and the findings should be presen'

5.1 Has the composition of the staff

changed markedly since 1974-75?

110

5, 1IMEL1NES$ OF DATA

20 16 56

vlew.

ed

ed. -

5.1 56% of the team members responding

found Oat the composition of the staff

changed markedly since 1974-75.

5.2 Did this cause probles in securinl

1974-75 data? 18 20 47 5.2 47% of those responding to this

question found problems securing

1974-75 data.
1 1 1

Turnover was definitely a fac or

in securing information. There

appeared 'to be a high correlation

between the principal and what

found.



Questions

1. As a team captain, do you feel that

your concerns regarding the administra-

tion of the survey were adequately

addressed by the task force?

'

-79-

APPENDIX IV-2

TEAM CAPTAINS

2i2521
Pct.

Yes No Yes

Comments

7 2 78 1, 781 of the team captains responding

expressed that their cOncern regarding
'

the administration of the survey was

adequately addressed by the task force.

Most all team captains felt,the approach

was new. The idea of role-playing using

thejnstrment would make it more like

the real situation. It was noted there

was a significant difference in te

first and second visitation: Mbre

attention should be paid to insuring ,

consistency in the instructions given.

Scee people felt inadequate out of,their

field and having to rely on otherS.

2. Were you given adequatednformation 10

to answer questions of your team

members concerning the survey instru-

ment?

100' 2: 1001 of team captains expressed that

they were given adequate information

to answer, questions of team members.

3. Were you provided adequate information

to.answer questions of school person-

nel concerninthe survey?

7 1 88 3. 881 of team captains expressed that

they were given adequate information to

answer questions of school per Innel.

4. Were you provided enough information

to satisfactorily answer your team's

questions concerning the visit?

10 100 4. 1001 of team captains expressed that

they were provided enough information to

answer team's questions concerning the

visit.
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OuestIons

5. Did the training provided to you prepare

you sufficiently enough to accomplish

your task?

1 1 i

Liponses

Pct.

Yes NO Yes

Contents

3 70 5. 70$ of team captains expressed that

training provided was sufficient en.ough

for then: to accomplish their task.

Counicationgiven to teamcqtaius

was vague, according to the comments.

The guidelines given out should have been

more specific. Listed below are examples

of areas where guidelines needed to be

more specific:

(1) contacting districts (when contact

was to be made)

(2) meetings with faculty

(3) filling, out form

(4) how much current progrma and

processes should be locked at.

Team captains felt some additional informa-

tion about the school would have been

helpful. A great deal of concern was

expressed about the schools not.receiving

a copy of the instrunent beforehand or

getting anything after the visit. Some

schools were not knowledgeable about the

Cost-Effectivenes$ Report (Part I). If

the schools had known beforehand the type

of information needed, the materials could

have been available upon arrival. Most

team menbers would have felt more comforta-

ble if visiting in their oNn area of

expertise. It was a consensus that it was

difficult to get people together in order

to adequately prepare for viSits, The j 1;5

captains felt if the same team had been

together all the way that it would have

been more helpful.



Questions

-51-

Responses

Pct,

Yes No Yes

Comment s

6, Did the visitation report deadline allow 1 9 10 6. 101 of team captains felt timing was

enough time for adequate organization of
adequate. , Captains felt timing was

the report?
difficult. It would have been helpful

if the summary'form couid have been

received before the visitations wodld

have been beneficial. 'This would give

opportunity for de-briefing of team,

It was felt that a longer time frame

should have been allocated in which to

make visits.

7. Did the format of the report lend itself 9 0 100 7. 1001 of team captains felt that the

to an adequate presentation of what was
format of the report iid lend itself to

. actually taking place in the school?
an adequate presentation of what was

taking place in the school?

B. For the next survey, would you favor 7 2 78 8, 781 of team captains favored maintaining

report format as is?
maintaining the report format as is?

9. Did the report provide enough data to

present an in-depth picture of the

school-its composition and processes?

116

601 9. 60$ of team captains expressed that

report provided enough data. A lot of\

the.School Status Data was inaccurate and

a great deal of inconsistency was found

by team captains. The source of the
%

information on the form was needed. The

form needed a category entitled "signifi-

cant criteria", Itens which were identified

by team captains which Lx1d be in this

category were: (1) faculty turn over,

(2) emphasis on teaching of the test, and

(3) humanistic attitudes. In some

instances, there was not enough room on

the form, Some data collected was objec-

tive while also subjective. :The question
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Questions Responses

Pct.

Yes No Yes

Comments

Was asked if it were possible to include

information of the form about what is

going on now in the schools as compared

to earlier years. There seemed to be a

consensus that this whole question needed

to be reviewed and reworked.
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